WAYNMIMNRSA |WAYNE RSA ~_Imsc NTI __[DiGITAL
WAYNMINWDSO | WAYNE NW EWSD SIEMANS ~ |omAaL
WBFDMIMNDSO | WEST BLOOMFIELD EWSD SEMANS  |DIGITAL
WBRANMIMNRSA | WEST BRANCH 5RSM ATT oAl
WODLKMIMNDSO |WALLED LAKE D100 |NTI DIGITAL
WHCLMIADRSA _|WHITE CLOUD 5RSM ATT DIGITAL
WILSMWLRSO _ [wiLLIS 5ASM  [aTT oAl
WKFDMIMNRSA | WAKERIELD ACU SIEMANS DIGITAL
WLBGMIWBRSA | WILLIAMSBURG RSC NTI DIGITAL
WLVRMIMNASA | WOLVERINE 5ASM ATT DIGITAL
WNLKMIWLRS1 _|WALLOON LAKE RCU  |SEMANS DIGITAL
WRLKMIMNDSO | WHITMORE LAKE D10 NTI DIGITAL
WHRNMIMNDSO | WARREN D100 NTI, __|oiGiTAL
WRANMITLDSO | WARREN TECHLINE DSO D100 NTI DIGITAL
WRANMITLRSA | WARREN TECHLINE RSA RSC NTI DIGITAL
WTAMMIMNRSA | WATERSMEET ACU SIEMANS DIGITAL
WTRVMIWVRSA |WATERVLIET 5RASM ATT DIGITAL
WXOMMIACRSA _|WIXOM RSA FORD RSC NTI DIGITAL
WXOMMACRSC | WIXOM RSC FORD RSC NTI DIGITAL
WYLDMIMNRSA |WAYLAND 5ASM ATT - DIGITAL
WYNDMIMNCGO | WYANDOTTE 1AESS  |ATT ___|ANALOG
WYNGMILXDSO  [WYOMING LENOX D100 |NTI DIGITAL
YPSLMIABASA | RAWSONVILLE FORD RSC  INTI DIGITAL
YPSLMIMNDSO | YPSLANTI D100 NTI _|pGmAL
ZELDMIZLDSO | ZEELAND DS0 _|D100 NTI ~_|oGitAL
ZELDMIZLRSO | ZEELAND RSO RLCM NTI DIGITAL

Page 14



34656 MICHIGAN AV WAWNE ~ |m  [48184 ~ 340[DETROT
411 SHELDON RD WAYNE M __|48188] ~ 340[DETROT
7020 MIDDLEBELT WEST BLOOMFIELD M | 48033 ~__340|DETROT
141 S FIFTH ST WEST BRANCH M 48661  344[SAGINAW
1287 COMMERCE WALLED LAKE M__ [ 48088 340|DETROT
177 BENSON ST WHITE CLOUD M [49349] " 348/GRANDRAPIDS
JUDD & RWVL WILLIS M | 48191 340| DETROIT

502 BROTHERTON WAKEFIELD M | 49968 342/ UPPER PENINSULA
SW CRN OLD M27 COOK WILLIAMSBURG M | 48000 348|GRAND RAPIDS
BIRCH ST WOLVERINE M 48000 348| GRAND RAPIDS
68 STATE ST WALLOON LAKE M |49796 348| GRAND RAPIDS
9180 WHITMORE LAKE WHITMORE LAKE M__ | 48189 340| DETROT

34480 VAN DYKE WARREN M_ | 48093 340| DETROT

28680 MOUND RD WARREN M | 48092 340| DETROIT

28680 MOUND RD WARREN M 48090 340| DETROIT

AVENUE D WATERSMEET M | 49969 342| UPPER PENINSULA
CNR RED ARROWSHNNSSY WATERVLIET M__ | 48000 34 8] GRAND RAPIDS
50000 GRAND RIVER WIXOM M_ | 48096 340|DETROT

50000 GRAND RIVER WIXOM M 48096 340| DETROIT’

129 S MAIN (REAR) WAYLAND M__ | 48000 34 8|GRAND RAPIDS
2397 VINEWOOD WYANDOTTE M |48192 340| DETROIT

4366 BYRON CENTER RD WYOMING M |48000 348|GRAND RAPIDS
10300 TEXTILE YPSILANTI M |a8B198] 340| DETROIT

1S PROSPECT YPSILANTI M 48197 340|DETROIT

23 E MAIN ST ZEELAND M |[48000] 348|GRANDRAPIDS
23 E MAIN ST ZELAND M | 49464 348|GRAND RAPIDS

Page 28
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. COMPANY :

FCC REPORT 43-03

ARMIS

JOINT COST REPORT

MICHIGAN BELL

STUDY AREA: MICHIGAN
PERIOD:
COSA: MBMI -

FROM JAN 1995 TO DEC 1395

TABLE I - REGULATED/NONREGULATED DATA

Row/
Acct.

Number

5001
5002
5003
5004

510

5010
5040
5050
5060
5069

520
5081
5082
5083
5084
5080
5100
$111
5112

5110

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

Account
Title

Local network svcs
Basic area reveriue
Opticnal ext area
Cellular mobile
Other mobile service

Ba loc svc{A 5000)

Public telephone
Local private line
Customer premises
Other local exchange
Other local settles

Ba loc svc

Network access sves
End user

Switched access
Special access
State access

Network access
Toll network sves
LD msg rev(Class A)
LD inward-conly

LD ocutward-only

Unidirectional LD

805083
0
17870
143

823066

81929
36401
7702
312103
0

1261201
228389
249624

76245
189584
743842
633100

13070

11404

24474

Approved by OMB
30€60-0513
Expires 05/31/96

UNRESTRICTED VERSION
SUBMISSION 1

TABLE I

PAGE 1.1 OF 10.4

Direct
Regulated Nonreg.
(e) (d)
805053 N/A
0 N/A
17870 N/A
143 N/A
823066 N/A
81929 N/A
36401 N/A
7702 N/A
312103 N/A
0 N/A
1261201 N/A
228389 N/A
249624 N/A
76245 N/A
189584 N/A
743842 N/A
633100 N/A
13070 N/A
11404 N/A
24474 N/A




FCC REPORT 43-03

ARMIS

. COMPANY :

JOINT COST REPORT

STUDY AREA: MICHIGAN

PERIOD:

COSA:

MBMI

MICHIGAN BELL

FRCM JAN 1995 TO LCEC 1585

TABLE I - REGULATED/NONREGULATED LATA
(DCLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

Row/
Acct.

Account

Number Title

5121
5122
5123
5124
5125
5126
5128
5129

5120
5160

1." 5169

525

5230
5240
5250
5261
5262
5263
5264
5269

5260

5270
5280

5200

$301
5302

5300
R

Subvce LD pvt ntwk
Vece LD pvt network
Audio LD pvt ntwk
Video LD pvt ntwk
Digital LD pvt ntwk
LD pvt ntwk switch
Other LD pvt ntwk
Other LD pvt settle

LD private network

Other LD
Other LD settlement

LD ntwk svcs rev

Miscellaneous
Directory

Rent

Corporate operation
Special billing arr
Customer operations
Plant operations
Other incident reg
Other settlements

Misc. (Class A)

Carrier bill & coll
Nenregulated -

Miscellaneous
Uncollectible revs
Uncollect-telecomm
Uncollect-other

Uncollectible rev
Net revenues

724099

96770
3377

31726
96859

234293
38219
0

38219
2925216

Approved by OMB
3060-0523
Expires 05/31/96

UNRZSTRZCTED VERSICN
SUBMISSION °

TABLE I

PAGE 2.1 OF 10.4

Direct
Regulated Nonreg
(¢) (4)
654 N/A
44942 N/a
1 N/A
0 N/A
20796 N/A
o] N/A
132 N/A
0 N/A
66525 N/A
0 N/A
0 N/A.
724099 N/A
96770 0
3377 N/A
0 N/A
933 N/A
51 N/A
31 N/A
4546 N/A
0 N/A
5561 N/A
31726 ~ N/A
N/A 96859
137434 96859
0 0
0 0
0 0
2866576 96859




Ameritech Michigan'’s
Responses to Attachment A
MPSC Case No. U-11104
November 12, 1996

Page 24

QUESTION

8. The description and status of all complaints made to Ameritech Michigan or
its affiliates, the Michigan Public Service Commission, the Federal
Communications Commission, State of Michigan courts, federal courts, or
other governmental authority by other carriers, competitors, or entities that
have requested interconnection, access, or the ability to resell Ameritech

Michigan’s or its affiliates’ services.

RESPONSE

On October 30, 1996, AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc. (AT&T) filed a
complaint with this Commission (Case No. U-11240) alleging certain
deficiencies in the provision of exchange access services used by AT&T in
providing interexchange service. That complaint does not relate to the
provision of interconnection, access to unbundled network elements, or the
ability to resell Ameritech Michigan’s services for purposes of AT&T's
provision of local exchange service, and therefore, Ameritech Michigan

believes it is outside of the scope of this inquiry.

To the best of Ameritech Michigan’s knowledge, there are no complaints filed
by other telecommunications carriers, competitors, or other entities that have
requested interconnection, access, or the ability to resell Ameritech
Michigan’s or its affiliates’ services pending before this Commission, federal
or state courts, or other governmental authorities.

There is an informal complaint pending before the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) concerning an allegation by Direct Dial Audio Corporation
(DDA), or David Walker, d/b/a “Dial-A-Santa,” FCC Docket IC-96-07892.
DDA is (or wishes to be) a provider of pay-per-call services who, although
located in a service territory of GTE, wishes Ameritech Michigan to provide
pay-per-call services which are not currently offered by Ameritech Michigan.
As detailed in Ameritech’s response to the FCC, DDA has filed numerous
previous complaints with this Commission (and subsequently appealed to the
Ingham County Circuit Court, Court of Appeals, and Michigan Supreme
Court), state and federal courts in Michigan, and the Department of Justice,
all of which have been dismissed or rejected. DDA’s most recent complaint is
based upon the same set of facts as all previous complaints. Although the
complaint is very confusing, and in many instances unintelligible, it could be
characterized as alleging violations of the federal Telecommunications Act of
1996. DDA'’s informal complaint to the FCC was apparently filed on May 29,
1996. The FCC forwarded the informal complaint to Ameritech on August 19,
1996. On September 4, 1996, Ameritech filed a response, requesting
dismissal of DDA’s complaint, which Ameritech believes to be without merit.



Ameritech Michigan’s
Responses to Attachment A
MPSC Case No. U-11104
November 12, 1996

Page 25

A copy of the complaint filed by DDA and Ameritech’s response (without
attachments, which will be provided on request) is attached.

Oct:léer than the foregoing, there are no other such complaints filed with the
FCC.



MPSC (age NO. U-1{104 Attachment A

Elhibit 8.1 gmmﬁgwmm
. Fax 84772488013
eritech s . e
September 4, 1996
Senetta Pitis

Consumer Protection Branch

Enforcement Division; Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

Subject: Direct Dial Audio tion, Complainant
IC-96-07892 (Inem
Date of Notice - August 19, 1996

RESPONSE OF AMERITECH MICHIGAN

Dear Ms. Pitts,

M@M@nmﬁuhbﬂoﬂgmmww
complaint flled by Direct Dial Audio Corporation (DDAC).

As it relatss to Amaritech Michigan, DDAC's complaint is not clear.
DDAC does not operate in Ameritech Michigan’s service territory and is not a
customer of Ameritech Michigan. Instead, DDAC apparently operates in the
Michigan service area of General Telephane Company (GTE) and is a
customer of GTE. The information the Commission sent o Ameritech
Michigan, and t0 which the Company has been asked to respond, shines little
light on the exact nature of DDAC's complaint against Ameritech Michigan.

That information is contzined in four documents. The first document
purports to be DDAC's' Rebruary 19, 1996 Motion to Strike Nonconforming
Wﬁm

Bﬁd&ModmfaPcmpurym
Court of Appeals, snuof The second documant, also dated
February 19, 1996, yurporubbelDDACBﬁefinmppmd&mModau

! The plaintiff listed in the caption of this document is “Direct Dial Audio Qperations
Corporation.” (emphasis added).

@
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MPsC Case No. U-11104 AHachmertt A
Q veshon ©
Evhibit ©.3

by sunmary judgment on August 10, 1992. Then, in October 1992, DDAC

its complaint to the Michigan Public Service Commission. The
Michigan Commission initially rejected the complaint for, among other
reasons, DDAC’s failure to follow the Michigan Commission’s rulas that
mqumaeompwntb'utfoﬂhammumwofhﬁcbmwhldtthe
complainant relies in requesting relief, with spedfic allegations necessary
msomblymfom&nmpondmtofﬂ\emnmoﬂhedﬁmﬂlumpmdmt
is called upon to defend.” Thereafter, DDAC filed an amended complaint
and after due consideration, the Michigan Public Service Commission

dismissed DDAC's complaint with prejudice in May 1993.

Under all of these circumstances, Ameritech Michigan cannot
reasonably be expected to satisfy DDAC's claim filed with this Commission.

Sincerely,
ez CariS. Krueger
Attorney for Direct Dial Audio
2533 Peck Strest

Muskegon Heights, Michigan 49444



MPsC Case No. U-11104 Atachmenrt A
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Exhibit .4

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
ENFORCEMENT DIVISION
CONSUMER PROTECTION BRANCH
MAIL CODE 1600A2
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

OFFICIAL
NOTICE OF INFORMAL COMPLAINT

DATE: AUG 19 1956

DER OW tnypcnontommany
hawful Commimnn h'y is eonsidmd a misdemeanor punishable
by a fine under Su:ﬂon 409(m) of the Communications Act (Act),

47 U.S.C. § 409(m). Further, failure to comply with any order of the
Commission can result in prosecution under Section 401(b) of the Act,
47U.S.C. § 401(b). Section 501 of the Act, 47 U.S.C. § 501, and

Section 503(b)(1)(B) of the Act, 47 U.S.C. § 503(b)(1)(B), provids for
forfeiture peaaities any person who willfully fails to follow
the directives of the Act or of 23 Commission order. The Commission
afn ﬂ:gapou forfeiture penalties of up to $1 million for certain types

o th” .

TO:

GTE Sexvice Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

t: Whitney Hatch
A Assisant Vice President-Regulatory Affairs

Bell Commuanications Rgsatch Ine,
2101 L Streat, N'W.

Suite 600
Washington, DC 20037
Amn: Mary S. Davis
Assistant Manager
The enclosed informal colgghmt(s) has beea filed with the Commissio R&vmtto Section 208
of the Act, 47 U.S.C. § 2 a.ndSectionl?lloftheCommmma 47 C.F.R. § 1.711.

A Jetter aclmowlodgmg your company's receipt of this Notice andofﬂnencbsed ixini(s)
shouid be sent to each complainant listed below as soon as your company receives this ;Iouce

Pursuant to Sections 208 and 4(i) of the Act, we are forwarding a copy of the complaint(s) so that
yaxrcompmymynnxfyormeruncomp!umbuedonnhmugh review of all relevant
and other information. Your company should respond specifically to all material



MPsC (ase No. U-11j04 Axachmertt A

Q veshon ©
Exhibit .5
NOTICE OF INFORMAL COMPLAINT

TO: 2,
SPImETT

allegaricns raised in each complaint and qummarize the actions takea ©

G gl o et ] s B s bt e b L

temn BAIDS wuwmmm&.mmm

(4) the date of this

Y responss to each complaint must be fed with the Coasnission in writing
"%mm«um«mm The response should be sent 10 the above

respanse should be filed for each complamt. Your company is direcsed to
Mamahmmwwmaummumn
forwarded to the Commission.

Ywmyuﬁwd»mﬂm&wﬁmuw»mwmm)m
final Commission disposition of the complaint.

1C Numbects) w
1C-96-07852 ) Divect Dial Andio
. ¢ Anﬁcﬂm

Eaclosure(s)
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FCC COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
ENFORCEMENT AGENCY DIVISION
CONSUMER PROTECTION
1919 M Street
Suite S00
Washingten DC 20854

Diract Dial Aundio ca:ﬁa:ation

a Michigan corporation: INC District Amendnent to C '

of Michigan Filed March s,°§§§2lnt
Plaintiffs

Michigan Bell Teleplhone

Company, a corporation authorized

to do business in Michigan; and
Defandant

Gazneral Telephone Company,
a corporation authorized to do business
in Michigan,
Defendant
I. AMENDNENT TO COMPLAINT
Plaintiff Direct Dial Audic Cooperation by it Prssident

David Walkaer, b§ way of complaint against defendants, adds
to its complaint the following:
1. Direct Dial Audic's attorney filed with the State Court
of Appeals by first class mail March ¢, 1996:
(a) "APPELLANT'S SUPPORTING BRIEZF ON NOTION TO AMENKD, AMD
ADD 70 IT'S DELAYED APFLICATION AND MOTION FOR
PREEMTORY REVERSAL UMDER TXE NEWLY ESTABLISKED

TELECOMMUNICATION ACT OF 1996 AND TER MICKIGANM
TELECOMNUNICATION ACT.™

{
2. Direct Dials motion in brief states:

{a) THER PRESIDENT OF THEE UMNITED STATES SIGNED TXE

TELECOMMUNICATION ACT OF FEBRUARY 1996 WEICHE MAMDATES

Page 1,
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TEE MICEIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION TO REGULATE BELL
AND GTE AND INFORMATION PROVIDERE LIKE TEE APPILLANT
SERVICES. THNE TELECOMMUNICATION ACT OF 1996 DIRECTS
TEE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE CONMISSION TO REGULATE BELL
AND GTE TO PROVIDE THE APPELLANT WITH SERVICE. (Motion
and Brief included.)
Direct Dial Audio has continuously requested the court to
require Bell and GTE to provide it wiﬁh service.
Michigan Bell continues to refuse to provide Direct Dial
with servica.
Michiéan Bell has blocked Direct Dial Audio from
obtaining accegc to the essential Grand Rapids end
office. Bell and GTE have a duty to negotiate to obtain
the interconnection directly or indirectly with the
facilities and equipment of other taelecomrunications
carriers.
Direct biai's motion to the State Court of Appezl states
the numercus vioclations of Bell and GTE prohibiting, and
inmposing unreasonable or discriminatory conditions or
linitatioﬁs on Direct Dial Audic ability to provide its
scrvicé;
Ball installed naetwork features, function or capabilities
that bleck Direct Dial out of prqviding service as‘a

conpetitor of Bell. Bell information providers have

Page 2,
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0.

complete access to all latas in the State of Michigan.
Bell allowed AT&T t¢ provide it's preferred informatien
providers long distance access to all Bell anéd GTE
custoners in the State of Michigan. ATST profited by each
and every call throughout the stata of Michigan by
providing long distance customers access to Bell
préferred infornaFion providers in the Detroit LATA. Bell
profited by each long distance call coming into the
Detroit area charging its preferred information providers
approxinately 30 percent of what the information provider
charges the customer to obtain the information that they
vere interested in.

Bell had no ipcentive to provide Direct Dial access to
its own 616 LATA because it would not have made any
revenues such ab such as the 30 percent that it gets from
charging its preferred information providers for asach and
every call. ( plus lines and equipment charges.)

Bell had no incentive to establish another facility other
than ths Detroit facility because it vas forcing each
customer to pay more money by forcing customers to call
to a long distance facility. '

Direct Dial had the equipment and facility set up

with GTE as stated by its contract. THERE WAS NO
ADDITIONAL FACILITY NEED. DIRECT DIAL ONLY NEEDED ACCESS

Page 3,
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il.

12.

13.

14.

is.

TO ITS CUSTOMERS WHICH BELL REFUSED.

GTE :aiicd T0 negotiate tha access need as stated by its
contract and letter of internt. GTE sat back and did
nothing to protect Direct Dial Audio its customers fronm
Bell's unlawful actions.

Bell and GTE have always had the duty to provide Direct
Dial with service. Direct Dial has notifisd the State
Court of Appeal and phons companies of theilr obligations
in accordance to the Telecommunication Act of 1996€.

Bell and GTI continue to monopeolize refusing to negotiate
to provide Direct Dial with the necessary transmission
and routing of telephone axchange sarvice or cxchange
accass that is equal in quality and type provide to its
own information providers and Af&T.

The State of Mithigan Public Service Commission has baen
informed of its duty to nagotiate and mediate the
differences arising out ¢f Bell's failure to provide
service and GTE failure to negotitate the servica.
Direct Dial Audic has presentad it application to the
State coanission through the courts to the court of
appeal. The State Commission has an ohligaiion to resolve
each issue set forth to the commission and court in

accordance tc the Federal Telecommunication Act of 1996€.

Page 4,
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16. No State or local statute or regulation, or other state
or local legal reguirement, may prohibit or have the

effect of prohibiting the ability of any information

provider like Direct Dial from obtaining sarvice.
e

17. Direct Dial has set forth the facts and record of Bell
and GTE's failure to provide or obktain information access
sarvice as requested.

18. No small intoruaéion provider can beat Ball with
its money and power. It has to flaunt the laws
established that roqgire Bell to provide information
providers like Direct Dial with service.

19. The State of Michigan Public Service Commission admittad
in testimony to the United States during the
establishment of the consent decrses its obligation to
abide by the consent decree. After the establishment of
the consent decres, the State attorney for the Michigan
Public Sarvice Counission has stated to the court that
they were under no obligation tc abide by the consent
decrees.

20. Direct Dial Audio Corporstion is regquesting the rcCC
immediately help and obtain and requiring the phone
canp;nies to provide Direct Dial Audio with service.
Diroét Dial Audio is alsc interested in obtaining the

fines and penaltiss for the phons companies failure to

Page S,
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provide it with sexrvics.

21. GTE and Bell have continued to profit throughout the
years wvhile refusing to obtain or provide Direct Dial
with service. GTE as stated by the local news paper the
Muskegon Chronicle are planning to offer long distance
service in accordance to the newly established
Teleconmnunication Act of 1956 at the sane time Direct
Dial equipment is siting unable to operate by the
established lavs. |

22. The Faderal Telecommunication Act st;tn's Ball and GTE

have an obligation to negotiate the necessary information

access even if the State Commission fails to do so.

spectfully Submitted.

avid Walker
President
Direct Dial Audio

§754 Duck lLake

Whitehall, Michigan

(616) 766-~3478 Homa

(616) 780-4711 Work Ext 352

March 6, 1996

Page ¢,



MPSC (ase No. U-11104 ARachment A

. Q()cg-hon 12,
Exhibit ©.12

FCC COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
ENFORCEMENT ACENCY DIVISION
CONSUMER PROTECTIION
1919 M Street
Suite 8500
Washirngton DC 20554

DIRECT DIAL AUDIO FILES THIS SUPPLEMENTARY BRIEF
TO ADD TO IS COMPLAINT WITH FCC

I. THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION HAS FAILED TO
REQUIRE BELL AND GTE TO PROVIDE DIRECT DIAL AUDIO WITK
SERVICF AS REQUIRED EY THE TEZLECOMMUNICATION ACZ OF 1996
THE DUTY OF BELL AND GTE TO PROVIDE SERVICE IS NOT
AFFECTED BY THE COMMISSIONS FAILURE TO REQUIRE PHONE
COMPANIES TO PROVIDE SERVICE.

IXI. THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION HAS FAILED TO
CARRY OUT ITS RESPFORSIBILITY TO REQUIRE BELL AND GTE TO
PROVIDE DIRECT DIAL AUDIO CORPORATION WITH SERVICE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE FEDERAL TELLECOMMURICATIOR ACT OF
1996.

III. RIRECT RIAL AUDIQ REQUEST THE FCC IN ACCORDANCE WITH
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FCC COMMOR CARRIEZR BUREAU
ENPORCEINENT AGENCY DIVISION
CONSUMER PROTECTION
1919 X Street
Suite S00
wasbiagton DC 20554

SUPPLEMENTARY BRIZT TO DIRECT DIAL AUDIO COMPLAINT TO FCC

I. DIRECT DIAL AUDIO COPORATIONS’S DELAYED APPLICATION FOR
LEAVE TO APFEAL WAS DEINIED FOR LACK OF MERIT IN THE
GROUNDS FPRESENTED. THE MICKIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
HAB TAILED TO REQUIRE BELL AND GTE TO PROVIDE DIRECT DIAL
AUDIO WITX SERVICE A8 REQUIRED BY THE TELECOMMUNICATION
ACT OF 1996 TEE DUTY OF BELL AND GTE TO PROVIDS SERVICE I5
NOT AFFECTED BY TEE COMMISSIONS FAILURE TO REQUIRE TXE
PEONE COMPANIES TO PROVIDE IT WITE SERVICE:

The submission or approval of a statement under this
subsection shall not relieve a Bell operating
company of its duty to negctiate the terms and
conditions of an agreement under section 231.% (Page
18 #5 Telecomnmunication Act 1996)

(a) The Michigan Public Service Commission stated that Direct
Dial may h. 2 other remedy in othar formums, such as with
a federal district court on an anti-turst theery, in a
contract acticn in eithar state or federal court, or
relative to other ramedies as cited in Michigan Public
Service Commission’s response to the metion for judgment
for the plaintiff based upen pledings, brief and legal
argument pqu 9:

“pdditionally, as suggested esarliar, the fact that
the MPSC dces not dave jurisdiction over “enhanced
services" under Section 401 of Act 179, or the
fact that Plaintiff has Ddeen unable to articulate
an adequate clain for relief before the XPSC, does
not alter any remedy Plaintiff may have in other

forums, such as with a federal district court oa
an anti-turst theory, in a contract actiea ia
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either state or federal court, or relative to
other ramedies."

(b) Direct Dial Audiq Corporation filed with the State
Court of Appeals in its motion to amend and add to it’s
Delayed Application and Motion Por”Pcrcmptory Reversal
Under the Newly Established Telecommunication Act of 1996
and The Michigan ?clccomnunication AcCt. The State Court
of Appeals accepted Direct Dial Audies motion as s
supplementary brief. (Exhidit a)

(¢) The Michigan Public Service Commission has falled to conme
forwvard to address to the court of Appeals their
obligation to reguire Bell and GTE to provide tha
appellant with sefvice as stated in accordance to the
Fedaral Teleccmmunication Act of 1996.

(2) Direct Dial Audio has presented it patitien to the
Michigan Public Service State Commission through the
courts to the court of Appeals to obtain the Michigan
Public Sexrvice cannisliaﬁ assistants in procedures for
negotiation, arbitration, and approval of agreements of
Bell and GTE to provide the necessary intarconnection to
provide Direct Dial vith service as required by the
Federal Telecommunication Act of 1996 Section 252.

(e) The Michigan Public Service Commission has ignored the
Telecommunication Act of 1996 as it has ignored its

obligation undar the consent decrees. The uichiqah Public
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Service Commission has stated to the Courts the:

"Direct Dial motion should be denied inasnuch as this
court has repeaatadly refused to consider issues to
consider not presented for deternination by the trial
court.

TEE COURT XAS8 ACCEPTED DIRECT DIAL MOTION TO ADD TRE
TELECOMKUNICATION ACT OF 1996 TO ITS COMPLAINT

TEF MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION EAS TEE OBLIGATION
TO NEGOTIATE AND TO NEDIATE ANY DIFFERENCES ARISING IN
THE NBGOTIATION FOR TEE PEONE COMPANIES FAILURE TO
PROVIDE TEE AYPELLLANT WITHE SERVICE.

The Federal Telecommunication Act of 1956 Section 252
Procedures for negotiation, arbitratien, and approval of
agreements statas the Michigan Public Service Commission
has the obligation -to negotiate and mediate and provide
the appellant with service as ciéod:

(1) Veluntary negotiations: Upon receiving a
request for intesrconnaction, sarvices, or
netvork slaments pursuant to section 2351, an
incunbant local axchange carrier may
negotiate and enter into a binding agreenmant
with the requesting telecommunications carrier

. or carriers without regard to the standards
set forth in subsection (b) and (¢) of section
251, The agreement shall include a detailed
schadule of itemized charges for
interconnaction and each service or network
elenent included in the agreament. The
agreenent, including any interconnection
agreenent negotiatsd before the date of
enactmant of the Telecommunications Act of
1996, shall be submitted to the state
comnission under subsection (e) of this
section.

(2) Mediation: Aany party negotiating an agreament
under this seotion may, at any point in the
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negotiation, ask a State commission to
participate in the negotiation and te mediate
apny differences arising in the coursa of the
negotiation. (empbasisz added)

(b) Agreements Arrived at through compulsory
arbitration:

(1) arbitration: During the period from the 135th
to the 160th day (inclusive) after the date on
vhich an incunbent local exchange carrier
recaives a request for nagotiation under this
section, the carrier or any othar party to the
negotiation may petition a State commission to
arbitrate any open issues." (Federal
Telecommunication Act page 13)

(g) TEB DIRECT DIAL AUDIO EAS TAKEN THIS ACTION BECAUSE or
THE YAILURE OF THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMKISSION TO
REQUIRZ TKE PEONE COMPANIES TO PROVIDE IT WITE SERVICE.
THE TELRECOMMUNICATION ACT OF 19296 BTATES:

"Review of state commission actions: In a
case in which a State fails to act as
described in paragraph (3), the proceading
by the Commission under such paragraph and
any judicial review of the Commission’s
actions shall be the exclusive remedies
for a State comnission’s failure to act.
In any cass in which a State commission
nakes a daternination under this section,
any party aggrieved by such determination
may bring an action in an appropriate
Federal district court to determine
vhether the agreszent or statement meets
the requiraments for section 251 and this
section. (Page 17 Federal
Telecommunication Act 1996)

Duty to negotiate not atffected: The
submission or approval ¢f a statement
under this subsection shall not relieve

a Bell operating company of its duty to
negotiate the terms and conditions of an
agreement under saction 251." (Page 18 #5
Teleconnunication Act 19%6)
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